Such approaches emphasised division between the visual and the verbal arts rather than unity of purpose and tended to foster competition rather than collaboration. While nominally espousing the unified vision of religious tradition, in reality the prophetic partnership of Ivanov and Gogol was fraught with tensions reflecting the power struggle between word and image, exacerbated by personal differences of temperament. In order to reach a deeper understanding of the way these varied approaches informed the dynamic of their relations and their competing aspirations to the status of artist-prophet, we shall first look at the ways in which Ivanov drew on biblical and iconographic traditions to develop a new form of prophetic art and then examine Gogol's response to these visual images of prophecy in his dialogue with the artist between 1838 and 1852.
Ivanov's images of prophecy

Early representations of biblical prophecy (1824-1833)
Biblical prophecy played a prominent role in Ivanov's oeuvre from as early as 1824. At the age of sixteen, he wrote to his uncle about his current work as a student of the Petersburg Academy of Arts: he had already completed and exhibited a picture of Moses giving the law and was finishing one of John the Baptist prophesying in the wilderness, for which he hoped to receive a prize. 13 Although he also treated a conventional subject from Greek mythology ('Priam, asking Achilles for the body of Hector', 1824), the depiction of biblical scenes remained central to his work until the end of his life. An interesting note from the 1830s casts light on his possible motivation for this choice of orientation: 'For the ancient Greeks the idea was a peripheral matter --they were concerned with external form… We were made differently: our highest value is truth.' 14 An additional impetus was the assignment set for him in 1827 by the Committee of the Society for the Encouragement of Artists (Komitet
Obshchestva pooshchreniia khudozhnikov): to show Joseph in prison interpreting to
Pharaoh's chief cupbearer and baker the significance of their dreams. This episode took the artist into the heart of the prophetic sequence with its visual and verbal components:
understanding the divine communication, imparting the message and capturing its varied impact on the recipients. The painting was judged to be a great success, earning Ivanov a golden medal. 15 Before 1829 he also drew a sketch, most probably of the birth of John the Baptist, for the iconostasis of the church of the Tauride Palace --a significant first attempt at linking the prophetic theme in art to iconographic tradition. 16 In May 1830 Ivanov set off on a journey through Germany, Austria and Italy to take up a four-year studentship in Rome, sponsored by the Society. He was under instructions to spend the first year familiarising himself with various works of art, in the second year to make a copy of Michelangelo's 'Creation of Man' from the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel, and in the last two years to produce an original painting of his own composition. 17 After settling in Rome in early 1831, he worked assiduously on the copy of the 'Creation of Man', while searching all the time for a suitable topic for his future painting. . 19 The choice of these subjects, while reflecting the Academy's promotion of biblical themes, highlights the painter's particular fascination with prophetic figures active in determining the history of their nation.
'The Appearance of Christ to the People'(1833-1857)
Ivanov was obliged to report on his progress to the Society every two months. Early in 1833
he informed the Society that, after sending them his sketches of Joseph's brothers finding the cup in Benjamin's sack, he had completed a further twenty sketches and had sought the advice of various artists. His revered mentor, the German religious artist Johann Friedrich
Overbeck (1789-1869), had pointed out to him that the subject of Joseph's brothers finding the cup in Benjamin's sack was too episodic in character and advised him to choose a broader subject for his future work. 20 Ivanov had therefore renewed his search; after combing through the history of every nation renowned for its deeds, he came to the following conclusion:
I […] found that there existed no people more elevated than the Jews, for they were entrusted from above to give birth to the Messiah, whose revelation opened the era of humanity, of moral perfection, or, which amounts to the same, to know the everlasting God! In this way, following in the path of the prophets' craving, I came to the Gospels --to the Gospel of John!! Here on the first pages I saw the essence of the entire Gospels --I saw that John the Baptist was charged by God to prepare the people to receive the teaching of the Messiah and, finally, to introduce Him personally to the people! This last moment is what I am choosing as the subject of my painting, i.e.
when John, after seeing Christ walking towards him, says to the people: 'Behold the 19 'Son Iakova', early 1830s, sketch, paper on pasteboard, oil, 20,5 x 32,5; sketch, paper, oil, 24,3 x 44,4, emphasise the dependence of the projected visual image on a pre-existent verbal tradition of prophecy. They incorporate the characteristic move in biblical accounts of prophecy from the moment of personal visual revelation ('after seeing Christ walking towards him') to the verbal message delivered to the public ('says to the people'). They also embody the fulfilment of prophecy by including phrases that echo the Hebrew prophets (Is. 53:7, 11).
Ivanov rounds off his report by claiming that his work will be interesting because its subject has not been treated before. conveying the prophet's years of isolation and inner nobility. 23 Ivanov evidently listened to his father's advice as there is some similarity between his representation and Raphael's, principally concerning the prophet's facial expression, hair and beard, the shape of the cross and the gesture of the pointing index finger.
The project was such an ambitious one that Ivanov felt impelled to prepare for it by first carrying out a work on a smaller scale. 'The Appearance of Christ to Mary Magdalene' (1834) earned him the reputation of being the top artist in the Russian colony in Rome after the departure of K. P. Briullov. In the meantime he continued to work on several sketches of the future painting, corresponded about his plans, tried to find ways to finance his extended stay in Rome and petitioned the Society for permission to travel to Palestine to collect further materials for his subject.
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His belief in the significance of his projected work grew apace alongside his utopian hopes for the future of Russian art. In 1832, even before starting work on the painting, he had In an undated draft letter from the 1830s he even begged Grigorovich to help raise funds to enable him to begin his 'large painting': 'for the creation of an image embodying the essence of the entire Gospels --in order to place it opposite the iconostasis in the Church of the Saviour in Moscow, once built'. 27 The money was to be collected from the public or temporarily loaned by the Tsar. 31 The following account will trace the development of his work on two levels: the evolution of the image itself, from early sketches until the final version completed in 1857, and his understanding of its conception and purpose, pieced together on the basis of his reports to the Society, letters to his father, brother, patrons, friends and writers (including Gogol, Iazykov, Zhukovskii).
The earliest pencil and chalk drawing of the painting (dated 1833), described by Ivanov as his 'first sketch of the appearance of the Messiah', was later given by him to Zhukovskii for his album (Figure 2 were carefully recorded by the artist in his notebook. 36 The foliage in the landscape is much reduced and the original fresh green has given way to a predominantly golden brown palette, Gogol's greater proximity to Christ reflects a more intimate association with its fulfilment.
Their paths are different, but connected: Ivanov sits under the protective arms of John the Baptist, but looks for clarification towards Gogol, who is closer to Christ.
The final image created by Ivanov may therefore be interpreted on several different levels. Most obviously, its subject is the one described by the artist in his initial thoughts about the work: the appearance of the Messiah to the people, at the precise moment when John the Baptist is foretelling the coming of a Saviour who will remove the sins of the world.
The emphasis is placed on the moment of prophecy to the people and its fulfilment, as well as on the promise of redemption from sin and the varying degrees of faith exhibited by the 41 Compare the head of the 'wanderer', 'Puteshestvennik: Predpolagaemyi avtoportret', paper on pasteboard, oil, 57,2 x 43,7, GTG, reproduced in ibid., p. 83, with the three different versions in oil of 'Golova Ioanna Krestitelia', paper on canvas, two from GTG, one from GRM, reproduced in ibid., pp. completed painting to Alexander II in St Petersburg). Gogol was in Rome at the time and excitedly described the visit of the heir and Zhukovskii in his correspondence.
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Gogol therefore encountered Ivanov just at the point when the artist's grand idea was beginning to acquire a tangible shape and a degree of public recognition and official support.
As this was the very outcome that Gogol craved for his own work, it is not difficult to The art historian N. G. Mashkovtsev has argued quite convincingly that the original drawings and portraits were done in private to prepare for the inclusion of Gogol's likeness in 'The Appearance of Christ to the People'; complete secrecy was necessary because Gogol did not want Ivanov's portrait of him in his domestic appearance to be revealed to the public before the unveiling of his more elevated likeness as the figure 'closest to Christ' in Ivanov's master work. 60 It is also likely that Gogol only wanted Ivanov's portrait of him to be published after they had both completed their master works and gained public recognition; the resulting image would then serve as a fitting symbol of the link between the writer and the artist, crowning their joint achievement as national prophets to the Russian nation.
Gogol's belief in the power of an image was already clear from the arresting opening line of his story 'The Portrait', describing the magnetic attraction exerted on the public by the pictures on display at a Petersburg stall: 'Nowhere did so many people stop as in front of the picture stall in Shchukin dvor'. 61 After purchasing a portrait of a merchant from this stall, the Raphael, indifference to public opinion, inability to socialise, unfashionable attire) and emphasised the way his art exuded an 'inner force' that emanated directly from his soul. 
Tensions and crisis (1844-1847)
We can see from this last letter of 1841 that Gogol not only identified himself as Ivanov's saviour but could also be rather firm, even downright bossy, in carrying out his self-appointed role as the artist's spiritual mentor. To some extent Ivanov invited and encouraged this attitude. Plagued by doubts and lacking confidence in his own opinions, he relied on Gogol's support to resolve his dilemmas and buttress his beliefs. 64 However, when pushed too far, he could put up some resistance --either retreating into silence, or attempting a countermove of his own. The pressure from Gogol built up over the next few years, resulting in a crisis in the two friends' relationship that reached a peak in 1847 and was never fully resolved.
Significantly, the main point of tension revolved around who would take on the role of principal prophet --the painter or the writer. I told you plainly: 'Sit quietly, don't think about anything, don't worry about anything, work --and nothing else, everything will be sorted out just fine. This much I 66 Ivanov, Letter to Gogol of April 1844, in ibid., 2, p. 453. 67 My italics. Gogol, Letter to Ivanov of 28 December 1844/9 January 1845, in ibid., 2, pp. 455-456. 68 Ivanov, Letter to Gogol of autumn 1846, in ibid., p. 462.
guarantee you.' But you consider me a nonentity; you have no trust whatsoever in my not undergone this process himself. This accounts for the number of years Ivanov has been working on his painting, since the task of spiritual self-development is governed by transcendent laws regulated by a timetable independent of mundane affairs.
According to Gogol's reading of the image, Ivanov is representing the process of conversion not only as it applied to Christ's contemporaries at a specific historical moment and not only as it might apply to Russia in his time, but also as it applied to himself and by extension to Gogol --hence the inclusion of both figures in the painting. The image is therefore at once universal and personal, eternal and historical, prescriptive as well as descriptive in the message that it conveys. In creating his work, Ivanov is acting out its subject, the acquisition of faith --the performative dimension of the painting in progress becomes the key criterion for determining its status upon completion.
A substantial part of the essay (about a fifth) is devoted by Gogol to a recent period in his own life lasting over six years (roughly contemporaneous with his time in Rome and initial closeness to Ivanov), when he was too engrossed in his own 'transitional spiritual state' to be able to write. 74 The artist's delayed completion of his work thus provides a lofty explanation and justification for Gogol's own period of silence as a writer. The application of this idea both to Ivanov and to himself builds a bridge between the original prophet (John the Baptist) --who revealed the path for the acquisition of faith to the people --and the contemporary artist-prophets (Gogol, Ivanov) --who follow the same path, turning to Christ in order first to receive and then to communicate the prophetic message to the people in artistic form. In this process Gogol is clearly in the lead: after accomplishing his spiritual task, he had already been able to finish the first part of his major work.
As well as mirroring both artists' anxieties over completing the great works with which they identified the purpose of their lives, this essay and the earlier exchange of letters reflect a crucial underlying issue: the balance of power between image and word as tools in the hands of aspiring prophets. Ivanov clearly placed the image above the word; he saw his painting as the primary source, to which Gogol's word would play second fiddle through a series of commissioned 'reports'. This option naturally did not attract Gogol, who chose a different route: the writing of a 'letter' about Ivanov's painting was a strategy to promote his own agenda. Although ostensibly seeking support for the artist, he was in fact using the genre of the appeal for two purposes: first, to explain his own creative and spiritual path in a 74 Ibid., p. 142.
favourable light, and second, to establish his controlling position as the arbiter of Ivanov's spiritual level, defining the ultimate criterion by which the 'success' or value of his painting could be judged. The ekphrastic act of writing about an image effectively shifted the balance of power from the original image to its verbal explanation. While Ivanov might have been content to let the image speak for itself, Gogol had in a sense hijacked his project, interposing himself as its verbal interpreter and judge of its true value, thus reaffirming the supremacy of word over image. As a result his 'letter' about the artist, as his earlier fictional 'Portrait', served to enhance his own status as a prophetic writer.
Gogol clearly expected Ivanov to read his essay and to experience a surge of gratitude towards his mentor and patron. Matters turned out somewhat differently, however. Ivanov did not hear about the essay until Gogol drew his attention to it explicitly some months later.
Even then, he made no effort to get hold of it, leading Gogol in desperation to tear the letter out of his own copy of the book and despatch it to the artist. 75 Ivanov did not immediately read the piece and only responded briefly in December 1847, almost a whole year after the essay had appeared. Somewhat tactlessly he even mentioned that he had not made any effort to get hold of a copy of Gogol's book, despite knowing that it was circulating in Rome.
Although he commented that reading the essay had caused him to return to his previous state of 'deepest reverence' (faith in Gogol and submission to his authority in all matters), he delivered a rather backhanded compliment by describing his friend as the only person capable of interceding with higher management on behalf of artists, thereby confirming the notion of the writer's word serving the artist's agenda. 76 Ivanov evidently entertained serious reservations about the essay. His notebook includes the observation that Gogol, by placing him on the highroad of fame, had made it hard for him to walk and impossible to think peacefully. 77 rulers. However, the tsar is also human and may not be entirely flawless. He therefore needs a mentor to guide him along the path to spiritual perfection.
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2) This mentor will be the artist, whose role is modelled on various biblical antecedents: the Levite priests who provided spiritual guidance to the nation and the prophets who offered advice to the kings of Israel (as Samuel to King Saul, or Nathan to King David).
The surprising shift from priest or prophet to the figure of the artist as spiritual mentor is justified by invoking a pseudo-historical argument. After the Israelites fell into idol worship, they were allegedly unable to sustain their faith despite the efforts of their prophets.
Following the advent of Christianity, the task of redeeming the world therefore passed to the Russian nation, whose artists (not writers) were chosen to carry out this holy mission. 3) The interaction of the artist-prophet and the tsar was to follow a particular pattern.
First the artist had to abstain from wine and women so as to embrace the path of isolation and In putting forward this model, Ivanov was building on well-known literary precedents. Zhukovskii's poetic address of 1814 to Aleksander I had already presented the poet as a prophetic figure, mediating 85 Ivanov regularly met and corresponded with all three of these writers and was undoubtedly affected by their ideas. However, by shifting the role of the prophet from the writer and his text to the artist and his image, he added an entirely new dimension to the existing literary tradition of prophecy.
Ivanov experimented with the relation between text and image in an innovative way.
He not only created a sacred image based on a biblical narrative, but also accompanied its creation with a text of his own making, thereby setting up a framework for understanding and promoting the prophetic dimension of art. This constant interaction between text and image was also reflected in his working methods. He frequently wrote out biblical passages next to his art work. For example, on the back of a sketch of the legs and clothing of John the Baptist and two apostles, he copied out texts from Jeremiah and Chronicles in French translation.
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Despite the prolonged time invested in compiling his 'Thoughts Arising upon
Reading the Bible', Ivanov evidently remained dissatisfied with his attempt at articulating his prophetic mission in words. The 'Thoughts' were chaotic, repetitive and unclear and did not amount to a coherent manifesto. In the summer of 1848 he drafted a letter to Gogol, trying to set out his views in a more organised fashion and asking him once more to serve as his mouthpiece. Writing from Naples, at a distance from his painting, he was anxious to resolve previous differences of opinion and to establish once and for all 'what services can be rendered by the man of letters to the artist and by the artist to the man of letters'.
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Citing the biblical promise that Japheth 'shall dwell in the tents of Shem' (Gen. 9:27),
Ivanov suggested that the Russian nation (according to tradition descended from Japheth) is called upon to fulfil this prophecy. 88 In enabling Japheth to reach the last heights of its potential, Russia will be led by its historical painters, whose unique moral vision builds on , while Shem and Japheth covered up his nakedness (for which they were rewarded). Shem is the ancestor of the Semitic races, while Japhet is commonly regarded as the father of the Europeans (according to a traditional reading of Gen. 10:5). Based on a link between the name Iafet and the adjective iafe (beautiful), Japhet has also been associated with the Greeks and their cult of beauty in art.
the achievements of European artists. However, Ivanov adds, these talented but self-taught artists cannot achieve their goal without their message being made plain to society in a clearly comprehensible form. Hence the need for the writer, who will take from the artist his truth and the essential laws of his existence and render them accessible through verbal explanation. This task must be carried out by Gogol, an 'imposing man of letters'
(predstavitel'noi literator); the success of both writer and artist depends on this joint undertaking.
Ivanov is returning in a more determined and extended fashion to the proposal he had already made a year and a half earlier in his letter to Gogol of January 1847. 89 As noted above, this request upset Gogol at the time and he did not respond any more favourably to the painter's repeated attempt to enlist his literary skills in support of his visual art. While Ivanov took pains to flatter Gogol by emphasising how crucial his role as verbal commentator would be, he left no room for doubt that the artist remained the primary agent of prophecy, communicated through the images that he created and the example of his life.
The final revelation of Ivanov's image of prophecy (1858)
Although the two friends' relations were restored on a superficial level, the underlying tension over who was to assume the leading prophetic role and whether this was to be expressed through images or words was never resolved during their lifetimes. After Gogol's death in 1852, Ivanov continued to work on his painting obsessively, rarely allowing visitors into his studio. In the spring of 1857 he finally consented to show it to Aleksandra Fedorovna, the widow of Nicholas I, and then to select artists. mind to the problematic issue of the serfs' emancipation) and thanked him at length. 91 The painting was then transferred to the Academy of Arts on 9 June and exhibited to the public in a room chosen by Ivanov, alongside a large body of related studies and sketches, offered for sale together with photographs of the painting taken in Rome. One of these photographs was officially presented by Ivanov to the Petersburg Public Library, others were bought by members of the royal family. 92 In this way the original image of prophecy was reproduced and disseminated to a wider audience.
Events appeared to be unfolding according to the utopian scenario mapped out by Ivanov in his 'Thoughts Arising upon Reading the Bible': the artist had completed a sacred image based upon his reading of a biblical text, presented it to the Tsar with an explanation of its significance, received the ruler's blessing and finally revealed it to the public. In actual fact, however, the situation was far from ideal. Ivanov's anxiety over how much he would be paid for his painting was exacerbated by endless rumours (the decision was delayed during the Tsar's absence from the capital). 93 Although the pomp surrounding the final return of the painting from Rome to the imperial capital and its unveiling to the Tsar bolstered the image's importance, Ivanov could no longer call upon Gogol to act as his mouthpiece and provide an appropriate verbal explication of his art. He was upset by a harsh review of his painting signed by V. V. Tolbin but evidently partly authored by his fellow artist F. A. Bruni. 94 When attending viewings at the Academy, alone and often unrecognized, he overheard visitors' comments and was confused by the public's failure to grasp the significance of his work. 95 On 30 June Ivanov set off for the country estate of Sergievka near Peterhof to clarify the terms for the acquisition of the painting with the current President of the Academy of Arts, Grand Duchess Maria Nikolaevna (the sister of Alexander II and former pupil of Zhukovskii). He waited for three hours but was not received. He returned to the city upset and agitated, fell into a fever and died three days later, just before his fifty-second birthday.
When a messenger finally arrived the next morning with an official letter informing the artist that the Tsar would purchase his painting for 15,000 roubles and had awarded him the order of St Vladimir, it was already too late. These general differences were magnified in the case of Gogol and Ivanov by their different styles. Both artists had similar aspirations: to convey to contemporary Russians in artistic form the path by which a vision of harmony and spiritual wholeness could be attained.
Gogol succeeded in providing a picture of the antithesis of this ideal in the first part of Dead Souls, but never managed to complete the ensuing parts showing the route to redemption.
Although he was driven by the desire for wholeness, his works were marked by the very opposite --by fragmentation of structure and literary technique. As Gary Cox has shown in his study of montage in Gogol, the writer's frequent use of visual blocks and tangential perspective led to a pervasive sense of disjointedness and division. 99 Even his last work, Selected Passages, designed to promote unity through its architecture and claims for the redemptive power of the divinely inspired prophetic word, was severely criticised by contemporaries for its fragmented structure and arrogant tone. 100 Ivanov, by contrast, created a vision of harmony; his painting exudes a static quality of serenity and calm, both in its composition and in the manner of its execution. It provides the viewer with the perfect illusion of being able to embrace the whole picture without sacrificing any of the details, and even manages to combine different temporal planes (past, present and future) on a single canvas. It is easy to understand why Gogol found his image so compelling; it was so utterly different from anything that he could produce in writing. Ivanov What was the legacy of the relationship between Ivanov's image and Gogol's word?
In the ensuing development of the tradition of art as prophecy, which would carry more weight --the image or the word? Who would achieve greater prominence --the artist-prophet or the writer-prophet? Would they collaborate or compete with each other?
To a considerable extent, the answer to these questions depended on the fashioning of Ivanov's posthumous reputation, a task largely determined by writers.
101 At the end of 1845 Nicholas I visited Ivanov's studio to see his work in progress. In a letter of 15/27 January 1846 to A. O. Smirnova Gogol described how he had glimpsed the Tsar from afar during his visit to Rome, but had not dared to introduce himself, as he had not yet achieved anything worthy of attracting the ruler's attention. He then commented on the Tsar's particularly favourable disposition to the Russian artists in Rome and on his high praise of Ivanov's painting (Perepiska, 2, pp.178-179).
process was played by Khomiakov, who embarked on a study of the artist's work after meeting him a few times in 1858. 103 In what turned out to be an extensive obituary article, he attributed Ivanov's death to his desire to live not for himself but for all Russians through his work. He overcame the latent tension between the competing myths of the artist and writer as prophets by skilfully combining them into a harmonious vision of joint architects building a unified national prophetic tradition:
' [Ivanov] was the same in painting as Gogol was in writing and Kireevskii in philosophical thought'. 
